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EXPANDING THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES ON
LEADERSHIP: AN INTEGRATION OF THE GREEN
AND MITCHELL MODEL OF LEADER BEHAVIOR WITH
LEADER-MEMBER EXCHANGE STATUS
Constance R. Campbell
Cathy Owens Swift
INTRODUCTIO
A number of years ago, Green and Mitchell (1979) presented a two-stage
model, which incorporated a relational approach, to explain leaders' thoughts
and behaviors toward members. The model depicts leaders observing Lheir
members' behavio r and making attributions about that behavior (Stage 1 ) and
then responding to the membe rs' behavior on the basis of the type of
attribution that was made (Stage 2). Although subsequent research for the
model has shown support for it when each stage is examined separately (Martin
& Klimoski, 1990), it is rare lo find a study testing Green and Mitchell's (1979 )
entire model. The majority of prior research has focused only on Stage l or
S tage 2, but not on both stages. Additionally, in the infrequent instances in
which the full model has been examined, researchers have manufactu red
scenarios involvi ng hypothetical subordinates, or members, rather than a sking
leaders to evaluate actual s ubordinates (e.g., Ashkanasy, 1989; Mitchell &
Wood, 1980) Thus, no decisive support for the validity of the full model a nd its
a pphcabihty to work situations exists, despite the increase in the application of
atlribut10n theories to organizational setti ngs (Martinko, 1995).
In addition, it is possible that leader behavior may not be as simple as the
relat1onsh1 ps de picted in the Green and Mitchell (1979) Model; instead ,
additional variables may impact these relationships. Indeed, Lord and Smith
( 1983) suggest that this model 1s an overs1mplificat1on and that efforts to
integrate the model with other a pproaches are lacking. For instance, a lthough
leader be havior occurs in a social context (Wood & Mitchell, 1981), as
acknowledged by Green and Mitchell 's Relational model, they do not include
variables which explicitly address leaders' relationships with members.
One theory that does provide a means of assessing leader-member
interactions 1s the Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) Theory (Dansereau ,
Graen, & H aga, 1975), which posits that leaders' relationships with their
members a re not a ll alike. LMX Theo ry suggest s that leaders have
relationships with their favored members that arc qualitatively different than
thei r re latio nships with those members who are not favored. Recently, it has
been s uggested that LMX research be integrated with other relevant areas
(Graen & Uh l-Bien, 1995), and some exploration of this idea has begun to occu r
(Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997).
Although co nceptualizations have been
proposed as to how LMX a nd attribut ions are related (Maher, 1995), little
Sou/hem Buswess Review
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empirical exploration has been done to examine the impact of the LMX
relationship on leaders' attributions and subsequent responses to members.
Based on t hese ideas, t he purpose of this study was to provide a systematic
extension of Green and Mitchell's model of leader behavior by incorporating
the leader-member relationship into the model, as illustrated in Figure 1.
Further, this study extended previous research by examining the fu ll Green
a nd Mitchell Model using leaders who evaluated their subordinates on actual
work experiences. Although effective performance of subordinates was
examined, more attention was given to ineffective performance situations in
order to explore their complexity in greater depth. This approach is consistent
with other work in this a rea (Ashkanasy, 1989; Martinko & Gardner, 1987;
Mitchell & Wood, 1980).

•

F IGURE 1
SYSTEMATIC EXTE SION OF GREEN AND MITCHELL'S MODEL
OF LEADERSHIP

LMX
Relationship

Member
Behavior

I

Stage
1

Leader
Attribution

\

Stage
2

Leader
Response

THEORY AND HYPOTHESES
The Green and Mitche ll Mode l , S tage One
The theoretical foundation fo r Green and Mitchell's (1979 ) model is
attribu tion theory, with its premise t hat people behave as "naive scientists,"
developing explanations, or attributions, regarding the causes of behavior
(Kelley, 1973). These authors proposed that. attributions mediate member
behavior and leader response (Green & Mitchell, 1979). Thus, the first st.age of
the model depicts the development of an at.t.ribut.ion by a leader to explain a
member's behavior. Although ev idence has not. ind icated conclusively t hat
leaders spontaneously generate attribu t io ns to explain a member's behavior,
evidence supports t he existence of leaders' attributional activity, indicating
that leaders make unprompted at.t.rib ut.ions abou t member behavior (Martin &
Klimoski, 1990).
12
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A key issue in the development of leader attributions is the type of
attributions that leaders make. Previous exami nations have indicated that a
fundamental factor in leaders' attributions about members' performance is the
perceived locus of causality for the behavior, or the determination of who was
" in charge" (Kipnis, Schmidt, Price, & Stitt, 1981). A leader may believe that a
member was in charge of his o r her own performance, that is, the cause of the
behavior was an internal one. De Charms (1968) refers to this belief as a
perception that the member was the "origin" of his or her own behavior.
Alternatively, the leader may be lieve that the member was not in charge of his
or her performance; that is, the cause of the behavior was an external one. In
this situation, de Charms (1968) would refer to the member as a " pawn." When
member performance 1s ine1Tect1ve, an internal attribution for performance
would be negative, while an external attribution would be positive.
Weiner, Frieze, Kukla, Reed, Rest , and Rosenbaum 's (1971) frequentlyused taxonomy presents two s pecific internal attributions that may be made for
performance-ability and elTort. They also specify two external attributions
that may be made-task difficulty and luck In the context of this taxonomy, a
leader's attribution of ability or elfort for ineffective performance would be
negative, while an attribution of task difficulty or luck would be positive.
In the process of making attributions, however, objectivity may be
compromised by biases on the part of the atlributor One s uch bias is the "selfservi ng bias." in which people are more likely to attribute their own ine1Tect1ve
behavior to external causes and to attribute the inelTeclive behavior of others to
internal causes (Kelley, 1973). With respect to a leadership situation, this
tende ncy means that leaders will more likely attribute their members' elfective
behavior to external causes rather than to internal causes and attribute their
members' inelTective behavior to internal causes rather than to external causes.
Green and Mitchell (1979) incorporated the self-serving bias into their
model They suggest that a ''leader self-sernng bias" exists in which leaders
atlribute their members' effective performance to themselves (i.e., the leader),
an ex ternal a ttribution, and attribute their members' inelfective performance
to the member, an internal attributio n. The existence of a " leader self-serving
bias" has received partial s upport in s ubsequent studies. Martin and K.Jimoski
( 1990 found that leaders did make more mternal altributions for members'
behavior than for their own behavio r, but their study did not delineate
differences in attnbut10ns for effecti ve versus inelfecu ve member behavior
In s ummary, the first stage of Green and '.'v11tchell's model describes a
leader making an att ribution about a member's behavior, with the possibility
that the attribution will be influenced bv the leader self-serving bias. Thu::;, in
e ffective performance s ituations, 1t 1s ant1c1pated tha t the leader will make
external attributions for the member's good performance, implying that the
member 1s a "pawn." Conversely, in ine ffective performance situations, it is
anticipated that the leader will make internal attributions for the member's
performance, implying that the member 1s an "origin" of the inelfective
performance.
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The Green and Mitchell Model, Stage Two
In t he second stage of Green and Mitchell's model, the leader responds to
t he member on the basis of the attribution that is made. This portion of the
model has a lso received empirical support, in that leaders' attributions about
member behavior have been demonstrated to impact the leader's s ubsequent
behavior toward the member. Specifically, it has been documented that leaders
are more likely to take punitive action toward a member for whom they
attribute poor performance to an internal cause (Dobbins, Pence, Orban, &
Sgro, 1983; Mitchell & Wood, 1980). Using Weiner et al.'s (1971) taxonomy to
explore attributions regarding ineffective performance, it has been found that
leaders are more likely to take subsequent coercive actions when they attribute
poor perfo rmance to lack of effort than when they attribute it to ability, task
difficulty, or luck (Pence, Pendleton, Dobbins, & Sgro, 1982). Further, when
failure is attributed to lack of ability or task difficulty, the leader's response is
more likely to be to provide additional training and encou ragement to the
employee (Pence et al., 1982).
I n summary, leaders would be expected to be more likely to attempt to
change so mething about the situation when ineffective performance is
attributed to external causes and to attempt to change something about the
member when ineffective performance is attributed to internal causes.
Further, when the internal cause for ineffective performance is attributed to be
lack of ability, the leader is likely to res pond with further training and
encouragement, but when the internal cause of ineffective performance is
attributed to be lack of effort, the leader is likely to respond punitively.
While this two-stage process of attributions and responses appears rather
straightforward, Green and Mitchell (1979) identified several additional
variables that may impact the model, such as the relationship between the
leader and member.
One means of operationalizing leader-member
relationships is with the Leader Member Exchange (LMX) Theory (Graen &
Wakabayashi, 1994), discussed more fully below.

Leader Member Exchange Theory
The Leader Member Exchange (LMX ) Theory (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga,
1975) suggests that leaders do not relate to all of their members in the same
manner; that is, leaders do not use an average leadership style with all
members (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). With some members, known as the
"ingroup," leaders have higher quality relationships, characterized by mutual
trust and positive affect (Dansereau et al., 1975). With other members, known
as the "outgroup," leaders have lower quality relationships, characterized by
formal relations and downward influence (Dansereau et al., 1975).
T hese relationships have been found to be stab le over t ime (Duchon, Green,
& Taber, 1986) and to have a number of important implications for both the
organization and the individual. Ingroup members contribute more to t he
organization than outgroup members, have higher performance ratings, are less
14
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likely to quit the organization, and are more satis fied with their leader (Liden

& Graen, 1980). It has even been shown t hat leaders rate the performance of

ingroup members higher than that of outgrou p members, despite objective
performance levels (Duarte, Goodson & Klich , 1994). lngroup members are
given greater s upport and attention by leaders a nd a re more likely to be given
more desirable work assignments (Liden, Wayne & Stilwell, 1993). LMX status
has also been shown to predict organizational commitment, turnover intention,
and job satis faction (Major, Kozlowski , Chao, & Gardner, 1995).
It is possible that a combined examination of Green and Mitchell's (1979)
model and LMX status may lead to a greater understanding of the reasons that
ingroup and outgroup membe rs have s uch differing experie nces in
organizations. The next section contains a discussion of this possibility.

Interactio ns o f Attributions and LMX status
Il has long been suggested that people attribute positive characteristics to
those whom t hey like (Heider, 1958). However, if a negative character istic or
poor performance is exhibited by someone the person likes, an inconsistency has
occurred between t he attributor's positive assessment of the individual and the
individu a l's performance. In other words, ingroup or outgroup status may have
an impact on leaders' attributions regarding the performance of their members.
Recently, attention has been given to LMX as a moderator in the leader
attribution process, affecting the nature of the relationships predicted by Green
and Mitchell's (1979) model. Attributions have been shown to vary depending
on the LMX status of the member, with leaders making more favo rable
attributions fo r t he performance of ingroup rather than outgroup members
(Heneman, Greenberger, & An onyuo, 1989; Wilhe lm, He rd , and Steiner, 1993).
That is, leaders are more likely to view ingroup members as "origi ns" of
effective performance a nd as "pawns" in ineffective performance situations.
These results imply that the leader self-serving bias may extend beyond the
leader to apply to ingroup members as well In other words, it is possible that
the LMX relationship causes leaders to make attributions about ingroup
members that are more like attributions they would make about themselves
t han attributions they would make about anot her person. Such an occurrence
might be termed an " ingroup self-scr vmg bias," rather than a leader selfserving bias, as 1t extends the bias beyond the leader to include those who are
members of the ingroup.
Recent findings arc co nsistent with this idea since ingroup members are
more likely to be members who are perceived LO be simila r to the leader (Liden,
et a l., 1993), while outgroup members are more likely to be members who are
perceived to be dissimilar to the leader (Phillips & Bede ian, 1994). If ingroup
members a re those who are perceived as being similar to leaders, it 1s likely
that leaders will make the same kind of attributions about ingroup members
that they would make about themselves, contradicting the notwn of the leader
self-serving bias s uggested by Green and Mitchell (1979). These relationships
arc stated more formally in the followmg hypotheses.
Southern Bu.,1ness Re,•1ew
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H,.:

Leaders will make internal attributions for t he e ffective
perfor mance of ingroup members.

H,b:

Leaders will make externa l attributi ons fo r the effective
performance of outgroup members.

H2.:

Leaders will make external attributions fo r the ineffective
performance of ingroup members.

H2b:

Leaders will make internal attributions for the ineffective
performance of outgroup members.

The authors have found no studies that examine the second stage of the
Green and Mitchell (1979) Model , responses to performance, taking t he LMX
relationship into account. However, it would be anticipated that the more
positive attributions made for ingroup members would result in positive
responses toward them and the more negative attributions made for outgroup
members would result in negative responses to them. The substantial body of
research on LMX relat ionships indicates that leaders do treat ingroup members
more favorably than outgroup members (Liden, et al., 1993). For example,
ingroup members may be given more favo rab le opportunities than outgroup
members (Feldman, 1986). Therefore, ii would be expected that, when
perform ance is ineffective, ingroup members wou ld receive less punitive
responses directed toward them than outgroup members, as a result of
receiving more favorable external attributions (Dobbi ns ei al ., 1983).
Based on ihe preceding discussion, the following relationships would be
expected. Taki ng LMX status and ihe full Green and Mitchell Model together,
it would be expected that i he LMX relationship influences leaders to make
more positive attributions about the performance of ingroup than outgroup
members and that those positive attributions result in more positive responses.
Specifically, the authors would expect that leaders would attribute t h e effective
performance of ingroup members to internal causes and would attribute the
effective performance of outgroup members to external causes. In contrast, it
is expected that leaders would attribute the ineffective performance of ingroup
members to external causes and would attribute the ineffective performance of
outgroup members to interna l causes. The external attribut ions made fo r
ingroup members would encourage leaders to take action to cha nge the
situation. However, the internal attributions made fo r outgroup members
would encourage leaders to take action to change t he person. If t he s pecific
in ternal attribution is ab ility, the leader would attempt to change ihe pe rson by
providing additional training opportunit ies. If the specific internal attri bution
is effort, the leader would attempt to change the person by punishing the
person . These relationships are stated formally in the following hypotheses.

H,.:

When leade rs make ex ternal attributions for ineffective
performa nce, they will respond by taking action to change the
situation.
When leaders make internal attributions fo r ineffective performance,
they will respond by taki ng action to change the member.

16
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H ,.:

When leaders make attr ibu tions of ability fo r ineffective
performance, they will respond by training the member.

H,.:

When leaders make attributions of effor t for ineffective
performance, they will respond by reprimanding t he member.

METHOD
Participants
A number of leader/member relationships can be examined. One of these
is between sales managers and the salespersons who, although reporting
di rectly to them, often work physically separate from the sales managers.
The participants in studies within the area of sales have primarily been
salespersons, due, in part, lo the relative ease of obtaining their participation
and the relatively large numbers of salespersons who are available at one
location . In contrast, sales managers have ra rely been chosen as participants
in studies because few of them are found at each location, and 1t has been
relatively more difficult lo obtain their participation in studies. Nonetheless,
sales managers are a cnt1cal link between the salesperson and the firm,
making the sales manager a boundary spanner for the organization who serves
both the sales force and upper management (Lyonski & Johnson, 1983). In
this leadership position, sales managers are crucial to lhe success of the
organization, and the lack of their participation in studies lo dale means that
an understanding of lheir pallerns of behavior is incomplete Therefore, the
participants in lhis sludy were sales managers taken from a sample across a
large number and vanety of firms .
Similar lo other studies in this area (e.g., Wayne, Shore & Liden, 1997),
questionnaires were used to collect data Surveys were mailed lo 1,300 sales
managers throughout the United Stales who were s ubscribers to Sales and
Marhetrng Management
Ten days after the initial mailing, second copies of
the su rvey were sent (lleberein & Baumgartner, 1981). Three hundred eleven
res ponses were returned, 289 of them usable, for a response rate of24"'< Some
returns were discarded because the respondents did not supervise two or more
outside sales people (i e, those sales people who go to the customer's location to
make a presentation). The respondents were mostly male (75c-;. J, white (95'1 ),
and college educated (SWr ).
Nonres ponse bias was assessed by co mpanng res ponses received from the
first mailing with those from the seco nd mailing, based on lhe notion that late
respondents are s imilar to nonres pondents (Armstrong & Overton, 1977).
However, no significant differences were found in the two groups Although it
would have been preferable lo compare respondents with actual
nonres pondents, the guarantee of anonymity lo respondents meant that the
authors were unable Lo identify non responders. The guarantee of anonymity
was considered to be an importan t aspect of the study due lo t he sensitive
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nature of the questions being asked regarding the relationshi' b t
.
P e ween the
sales manager and his or her members.

MEA URES
Leader Member Exchange Exemplars
Exemplars of ingroup and outgroup membership were identified using a
technique devised bv Heneman, Greenberger, and Anonyuo (1989). The leader
was gwen the following instructions lo 1dent1fy an mgroup member: "As a sales
manager. you deal with a number of member salespersons. Please think oflhe
salesperson with whom you have the best working relationship This would be
an individual from whom you would most likely welcome suggestions, whom
you would most like ly assist if he s he had a problem, and whom you most likely
depend upon to gel things done." Outgroup members were identified using
si milar tnstrucuons "As a sales m,inager, you must also deal with member
salespersons with whom you don't relate well Please think of the salesperson
with whom you have the worst working relationship This would be an
ind1ndual from whom vou would most hkclv not welcome suggestions, whom
vou would most hkelv not assist 1fhe she had a problem, whom you would most
hkel:v not turn to when you have a problem, and whom you most likely do not
depend upon to get things done " This method of selecting ingroup and
outgrou p members has the advantage of relying upon leaders' relationships
with actual members, rath er than using h_vpothetical members, as has been
done m past research cf, Ashkanasy, 1989)

Critical Incidents
Leaders were asked to e\·aluate two critical incidents for an ingroup
member and two for an outgroup member For the first critical incident,
leaders were asked to think of a time when the member's performance
exceeded the leader's expectat10ns (efTect1ve performance) For the second
critical 1nc1den t, the lea der evaluated a t une when the member's performance
fell below the leader 's ex pectat10ns , ineffective performance). It has been
s hown that acts which have hedonic re levance to the perceiver (i.e., the act
affects the perceiver, ei ther pos 1t1velv or negati vely) result in attributions that
are made with greater confidence than attn bu lions that a re made about events
that are neutral (Jones & Davis, 1965) In the sales arena, the relevance lo lhe
sales manager of the salesperson 's performance 1s especially salient, as sales
managers' bonuses are often linked to sales made by their members. Because
of the relevance that negative acts by a member would have on the leader and,
because of the complexity of atlnbu lions made about negative acts (Ashkanasy,
1989), t he authors chose to focus more heavily on critical incidents that were
negative

18
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Attributions
For t h e cri t ical incident involving effective member performance,
internal/external attributions were assessed by asking leaders to rate the
extent to which the cause of the incident was d ue to the member. The rating
scale was a seven-point scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree, an external
attribution ) to 7 (Strongly Agree, an internal attribution). For critical
incidents of ine ffecti ve member perfor mance, the same question was asked. In
addition, for these incidents, leaders were asked to evaluate the cause of the
member's ineffective performance on the four specific attributions described
previously-ability, effort, task diflicu lty, and luck, with ability and effort
representing internal attributions and task difliculty and luck representing
external attributions. Once again, a seven-point scale was used, ranging from
1 (Strongly Disagree ) to 7 (Strongly Agree).

Reported Ac tions
As s uggested by Dubinsky, Skinner and Whittler (1989), two, summary
single-item measures were used to assess the leader's res ponses to the
salesperson 's 111effecllve behav10r. Sales manage rs were asked to rate on a scale
from 1 ( ot at all ) to 7 (To a great extent) the extent to which the membe r's
substandard performance demanded the following: 1) an attempt to change
something about the 111dividual, and 2) an attempt to change something about
the situation 111 which the individual works.
More s pecific informatio n about the nature of the sales manager's
response to the membe r was ob tained using items similar to those used by
Dub111sky, el al (1989) The leader was asked to rate, on a scale from 1 (Very
Inappropria te) to 7 (Very Appropriate), the extent to which the member's
substandard performance de manded that the leader do the following verbally
reprima nd the member, provide tra111111g to the member, make sales calls with
the member, closely monitor the member's performance, terminate the
me mber immediately, have the member make sales calls with a senior
salesperson, give the member a \vr1tten reprimand, or move the member to a
non-sales pos1t1on

Analysis
Because each leade r rated both an ingroup and an outgroup member,
repeated meas ures MANOVA was used to examine Hypotheses la, lb, 2a, and
2b regardin g whethe r differences existed 111 the attributions that leaders made
about the performance of the 111group versus the outgroup members. That
analysis was followed by paired sample t-tests to evaluate the exact natu re of
differences betwee n the groups. Regression was used to evaluate Hypotheses
3a, 3b, 4a, and 4b regarding the relationship between the sales managers'
attributions about their members' performance a nd the sa les managers '
responses to each group. To test Hypothesis 3a, external attributions were
Southern Busu,ess Reuww
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defined as those that were at or below the midpoi nt (4 ) on the internal-external
attribution scale. For both the ingroup an d t he outgroup, a regression wa
conducted to determine whether extern al att r ibutions were related to the sale:
managers' desire to change the situation
For Hypothesis 3b, internal
attributions were defined as those tha t were above the midpoint on the
internal-external attribution scal e. Once agam , fo r both the ingroup and the
outgroup, a regression was co nducted to dete rmine wh ether internal
attributions were related to the sales ma nagers' desire to change the person.
A similar procedure was conducted to examine Hypotheses 4a and 4b. That
is, attributions that we re above t he midpoin t on t he ability and effort scales
and, therefore, on th e " more strongly agree" side of the scale, were selected and
a regression was conducted to dete rmine whether those attributions predicted
a training response and a reprima nding response, respectively.
To examine specific responses, a repeated measures MANOVA was
conducted to determine whether differe nces existed in the responses that the
leaders reported with respect to the two groups. Paired sample t-tests were
then used to evaluate the nat ure of the d iffe rences.

RESULTS
Table 1 conta ins the ingroup means, s ta ndard deviations, and correlations
for all of the variables used m th e a nalyses co ncerning efTective critical
incidents. Table la contains the same in fo rm a tion for the outgroup. Tables 2
and 2a contain the means, standard deviations, and correlations for the
ingroup and outgroup, respecllvely, for all of the variables used in the analyses
co ncerning inefTective critical pe rforman ce incidents.
The results of a repeated measures MANOVA, compa ring all of the
attributions leaders made a bou t the pe rformance of their ingroup and outgroup
members, indicated t ha t a diffe re nce exists in the attributions that leaders
made about their membe rs, depe ndin g on the member 's group status. This
difference was true both whe n the membe r's per fo rmance was effective <F,,,, =
35.28, p <.001) and when it was ineffective (F82"' = 27.86, p< .001 ).
Paired sample t-tests we re used to dete rmine the nature of these
diffe rences. As indicated in Ta ble 3, Hypoth esis 1 was supported, as leaders
were more likely to ma ke internal attributions for the effective performance of
ingroup members, or to give them credit for being th e "origin" of their efTective
performance. Even wi t h this significant diffe ren ce betwee n groups, howev_er,
leaders still gave outgroup members some credit for originating th eir effective
performance. That is, leaders we re more likely to agree that the memb~r's
effective performance was du e to something a bout the member than something
external to the member. Therefore, Hypothesis 2, proposing that leaders would
attribute the effective pe rforman ce of outgroup members to external causes,
was not supported. Additionally, as Table 3 indicates, leade rs were more hkel,y
to attribu te the effective performance of ingroup members to the member 5
ability and effort and to suggest t hat outgroup member's effective performance
was pa rtially a result of luck.
20
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TABLE 1
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND CORRELATIONS
FOR LEADER ATTRIBUTIONS FOR EFFECTIVE
PERFORMANCE - INGROUP'

Vanable

2
3
4
5

Internal
Ab1hty
Effort
Task Ease
Luck

Mean

s.d

6 16
5 45
583
4 73
2.32

99
136
1 27
158
1 37

17'
36'
01
- 11

2

3

4

43'
22'
01

27'
- 12

-.03

5

N =289
'p< 01 'p<.001

TABLE la
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, A D CORRELATIONS
FOR LEADER ATTRIBUTIONS FOR EFFECTIVE
MEMBERPERFORMANCE-OUTGROUP
Vanable
l

2
3
4
5

Internal
Ab1hty
Effort
Task Ease
Luck

N=289
p < 05 p<.01

Mean

sd

5 33
4 36
4 91
4 54
3 35

1 38
168
1 66
158
1 78

2

35·
51
13
- 27

3

4

5

59'
11

- 08

28'
- 04

25'

p< 001
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TABLE 2
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MEA s. TANDARD DEVlATIO
, ANO CORRELATIO s
FOR LEADER ATTRIB UTIO
ANO RESPON ES
TO I EFFECTIVE MEMBER PERFORMANCE - INGROUP
Vanable

Mean

sd

I
2
3
4

5 03
3 34
3.96
4 44
236
H 2
4 67
3 31
229
487
2 91

I 68
I 81
I 91
I 64
I 43
I 72
I 77
I 86
I 63
I 71
I 79

3 52
4 53
I 37
I 25

I 57
I 72
I 02
79

Internal

Abtl11)

EfTon
Task lhlficull)
5. Luck
6 Change person
7 Change sotuauon
8 Verbal rcpnmand
9. Wn ttco 1\.-prirnand
10.Accompany
I I ales oaJJs " 1lh
seruor pcn,on
12 Tram
13 Monolor
14 Mo,c
15 Tcmunale
N = 289
1
p<05 'p<.01

' p< OOI

291
38'
10
-02
351
• 18'
17'
05
-02

06
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TABLE 2a
MEA S, STANDARD DEVJATIONS, AND CORRELATIONS FOR
LEADER ATIRIBUTIO SA D RESPONSES FOR
I EFFECTIVE MEMBER PERFORMANCE - OUTGROUP
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4 6(,
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TABLE 3
RESULTS OF PAIRED SAMPLES T-TESTS OF ATTRIBUTIONS
FOR EFFECTlVE MEMBER PERFORMANCE
Attribution
Ability
Effort
Internal/External
Lock
Task Difficulty

Ingroup Mean
5.45
5.83
6 .16
232
4.73

Outgroup mean
4 36
4 91
5 32
3.35
4 54

T-value
8.69'
7.85'
9.39'
-9.91'
1.89

' p<.00 1

j

Paired sample t-tests were also used to determin e whether there were
differences in leaders' attributi ons about their members' ineffective
performance. As Table 4 indicates, again a significant difference between the
ingroup and outgroup members was found; leaders made attributions for the
ineffective behavior of the outgroup that were more internal. Thus, Hypothesis
2b was supported. However, the attributions for ingroup members were still on
the internal side of the scale; thus Hypothesis 2a was not supported. Leaders
also attributed the outgroup members' ineffective performance to a lack of
ability and effort, whereas they did not see these things as factors in the
ineffective performance of the ingroup members.
The results of a regression indicated that, when leaders made external
attributions for the ineffective performance of ingroup members, they were not
likely to respond by attempting to change the situation (F = .41, p > .05), but
when the same attribution was made for the outgroup, leaders were likely to
respond by attempting to change the situation (F = 5.84, p <.05). Thus,
Hypothesis 3a was su pported for the outgroup but not the ingroup. Hypothesis
3b was fully supported in both groups, as separate regressions on leaders'
attributions about each group indicated that an internal attribution predicted
a "change the person" response in both the ingroup (F = 30.02, p<.001) and
the outgroup (F = 30.72, p <.001).
Hypothesis 4a was not supported, as a regressio n indicated that when
leaders attribute poor member performance to lack of ability, they are not
necessarily likely lo respond by providing training for the me mber. This
finding was true for both the ingrou p (F = 1.78, p=.18) and the outgroup (F =
1.47, p=.23). Hypothesis 4b was also not supported with regression indicating
that, when leaders attribute their members ' poor performance to a lack of
effort, leaders do not necessarily respond by punishing the member, whether
the member is in the ingroup (F= .57, p=.45) or the outgroup (F=l.03, p=.31).
The four hypotheses concerned the relationship between attributions and
responses within each group; however, it is desirable to compare responses
between groups. Therefore, a repeated measures MANOVA was conducted to
determine whether there was a difference in the leaders' specific responses to
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TABLE 4
RESULTS OF PAIRED SAMPLE T-TESTS OF ATTRIBUTIONS
FOR INEFFECTIVE MEMBER PERFORMANCE
Attribution

lngroup mean

Outgroup mean

3.34
3.95
5.03
2.36
4.44

Ability
Effort
Internal/External
Luck
Task Difficulty

T-value

4.66
5.05
5.91
2.52
4.53

-9.863
-7.98'
-9.33'
-1.65
-0.79

'p<.001

their ingroup and outgroup members. The MANOVA did indicate a difference

<F•••, = 39.37, p< .001).

When members' performance is ineffective, leaders report that they treat
ingroup and outgroup members very differently. The t-tests for paired samples
reported in Table 5 seem to indicate that leaders spend more time with
outgroup m embers while they mon itor their work, make sales calls with them,
and train them. Leaders might also take actions toward the outgroup members
that they would not take toward the ingrou p members, such as reprimanding
outgroup membe rs both verbally and in writing, or even terminating them.
Interesti ngly, the only s pecific actions that the leaders are li kely to take with
ingroup membe rs are to monitor them and terminate them .

TABLE 5
RESULTS OF PAIRED SAMPLE T-TESTS ON
LEADER RESPONSES TO MEMBERS
Response

lngroup mean

Train
Verbal Repnmand
Change Pen;on
Change Situal:!oo
1 erm.inate
Move
Make Sales CaUs With
Wrinen Reprimand
Monitor

3.51
3.3 1
4.41
4.67
4.87
137
2.9 1
2.29
4 .53

0111group mean
4.32
4.74
5.75
4.64
5.56
2.56
4.20
4. 11
5.93

T-value
-7 .093
-11.40'

-12 00'

.31
-6. 143
- 10.00'
-9. 173
- 12.853
-11.923

' p<.00 1
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DISCUSSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS
In general, the results of this study suggest that the Green and Mitchell
(1979) Model is indeed an oversimplification when LMX status is not taken into
account. Consistent with findings from previous LMX studies, strong support
was found for the notion that ingroup and outgroup members have differing
organizational experiences, with sales managers responding more favorably to
ingroup members. This observation was true m Stages 1 (attributions) and 2
(responses) of the Green and Mitchell Model Specifically, regarding
attributions, when salesperson performance was efTecllve, leaders gave more
credit to ingroup members for their effective performance than they did to
outgroup members. That is, leaders were more likely to agree that the effective
performance of ingroup members was due to something internal to the
member. Further, when looking at specific explanations for their performance,
leaders agreed that the effective performance of the mgroup members was due
to ingroup members' efforts and abilities, whereas the ineffective performance
of outgroup members was due to their lack of effort and ability. Leaders were
unlikely to attribute either the effective or ineffective performance of any of
their members to external causes, mcludmg task difficulty. In sum, it appears
that sales managers made more favorable altnbut10ns for the performance of
ingroup members.
Nonetheless, several of the findings from this study were not consistent
with prior LMX and attribution research As menlloned previously, Green and
Mitchell (1979) proposed that a leader self-serving bias exists m which leaders
are more likely to make external atlnbut1ons for their members' effective
behavior and internal attributions for their members' ineffective behavior The
leader self-serving bias was not evident in this study, as sales managers
attributed effective and ineffective performance by both groups to internal
causes. Nor was an mgroup self-serving bias demonstrated Instead, the
results of this study provide evidence of the potential of anothe r attributional
bias occurring, the fundamental attribution er ror, wherein leaders
overestimate the d1sposit1onal causes of their members' performance, and
underestimate the situational causes (Ilarvev & Wearv, 1984) Perhaps this
occurs because the sales manager, m fact, ·1s part of the situation for the
salesperso n, therefore, attributing ineffective member performance to
s1tuat1onal factors would imply some respons1bihty on the sales manager's
part. Along these Imes, Morris, Laforge, and Allen (1994 ) suggest that
managers are unlikely to take personal responsibility for member failure. This
area is one m which further research 1s needed, mcludmg the gathering of
comparative data regarding the manner m which sales managers evaluate their
own ineffective performance.
The preponderance of internal atlributions made by sales managers for
their members' performance suggests that leaders believed that all of their
members were "in charge" (Kipnis el al., 1981) of the ir performance, whether
the performance was effective or ineffective All members were viewed as
"origins" of thei r behavior, rather than " pawns." Maher (1995) suggests that
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leaders who experience cognitive load, that is, who are cognitively busy, will not
take into account situational contributions to the behavior of their members
but will instead rely on previous categorizations of members, as ingroup or
outgroup members, to ma ke dispositional attributions for both effective and
ineffective performance. This finding is consistent with Morris et al.'s (1994)
s uggestion that salesperson performance has typically been defined and
evaluated within the domain of factors that are controllable by the salesperson.
Thus, managers are evaluating all sales persons on the basis of factors that are
under their con trol a nd appear lo be ignoring factors that they know the
salesperson cannot control. In other words, it is possible that sales managers
believe that some exte rnal factors influenced salesperson performance, which
was out of the salesperson 's control. Thus, the leader did not attend to them.
This is another area worthy of furthe r research.
Althoug h leaders' a ttributions for all of their members' performances were
internal, their attributions were more positive for ingroup members with
attributions being more in ternal for effective performance and less internal for
ineffective pe rforma nce. Of course, this attribution could have occurred
because ingroup members are higher performers than outgroup members. It is
possible that the ineffective performance exhibited by ingroup members is not
as ineffective as that exhibited by outgroup members. Suppo rting this
possibility, De luga and Perry (1994) found that high performance predicted
higher exchange status. Thus, ingroup members may be ingroup members
because their perfo rman ce is better than those who are outgroup members.
However, it is also possible that sales managers' perceptions of the
performance of ingroup members a re different s imply because these members
are in the ingroup. S upporting this possibility, Feldman (1986) discusses the
notion of categorization and suggests that the category in which the leader
places the member influences the aspects of the employee's performance that
are noticed. Thus, the more positive aspects of ingroup members' performance
would be noted, while the more negative or neutral aspects of outgroup
members' performan ce would be noted. Dua rte el al.'s (1994) work indicating
tha t, even with the sa me performance levels, ingroup members are rated
hig her tha n outgroup members, wou ld also s upport the possibility that
a ttributions are related more to group status than they are lo actual
performan ce. Because of the design of the current study, it was not possible to
determine which of these possibilities was the case. Future research is needed
of a longitudinal nature to help determ ine this, because inaccurate perceptions
on the part of leade rs may mean that organizations are not enjoyi ng the
advantages of the full potential of outgroup members.
Moving to Stage 2 of the Green and Mitchell ( 1979) Model, the basic outline
of t he model was s upported in that res ponses appeared to follow from
attributions. The lack of external attributions made by the sales managers in
this study corresponded to a lack of res ponses for changing the situation.
Contrary to Pence el al.'s (1982) findings, in this study, a leader's attribution
of lack of ability was not followed by a training response.
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It is nolable lhal leaders report making more responses to lhe ineffective
performance of outgroup members than that of ingroup members. Th'
d'
IS
.
be hav1or
contra 1cts previous sludies suggesting that leaders spend more time
with ingroup members (Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell, 1993). However, it could be
explained very simply by the poss1b1hty that outgroup members' ineffective
performance 1s more ineffective lhan that of ingroup members thus
necessitating a more thorough response This apparent inconsistenc; could
also be explained as a categorization issue Maher <1995) suggests that, once a
member 1s categorized as an ingroup or outgroup member, leaders do not
perform a careful attributional analysis of lhat member's behavior but instead
make attributions automatically that are consistent with group status. In
support of this notion, Martin and Khmosk1 ! 1990 found that leaders were less
concerned about the negative performance of ingroup members than that of
outgroup members
1milarly, Del\'ecch10 t 1996 found that ingroup members
were allowed more latitude in their performance, while the performance of
outgroup members was more closelv controlled
The results of the present
study appear to confirm that sales managers are doing more to correct the
ineffecuve performance of outgroup members than of ingroup members.
A final possible explanation for this result is lhal leaders do not perceive
that ingroup salespersons need as much help, they attribute greater effort and
abilities to ingroup members and assume that the ingroup members can correct
their own problems. This belief may support .Morns et al.'s (1994) suggestion
lhat failure is see n as a matter of degree, or a "valuable means of learning"
t 1994 7), rather than an irrevocable evaluation.
Manage rial Implications

A number of managenal 1mphcat1ons can he denved from the results ofthi_s
studv If the Green and Mitchell 1979 ) Model of leader beha\'lor 1s vahd and if
LMX relat1onsh1ps impact the 11nplementation of the model, there could be farreaching 1mphcat1ons for the organization.
For example, if leaders
m1sattribute the ineffective performance of outgr oup members because of
categorizations, the model would predict that responses would be consistent
w1lh their misattribution Therefore, responses would be incorrect based on
the true cause for the member's poor performance, and the member might not
he receiving what is needed in order to improve his or her performance in the
future. This m1sailr1but1on and misguided res ponse could cause a spir~l of
failure which results m cost!)' emplovee turnover and unnecessarily suboptimal
•
·
d m
employee performance. In the context 111 which the present stu _Y \
conducted, among sales managers, Morns, La Forge, and Allen (1994) point o~t
that, because salespersons are the revenue producers of t he firm, the economic
· Iud 'mg such costs as
consequences of salesperson failure can be very great, mc
those associated with terminating a salesperson.
·t·
•
h 1ps
'
Iiave pos1 1ve
ll has been sh own that high quality relations
conseq uences fo r the organization (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995); however, th ~ data
. •
1· ·t d fas hion to
in this study indicate that leaders are only responding in a 11111 e
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the ineffective performance of ingroup members. This response could mean
that ingroup members are not being developed by t heir leaders, which could
result in the long-term co nsequence of a lack of im provement in ingroup
members' future performance.

Limitations of the Study
!

The most serious limitations of this study are related to problems with the
use of a monomethod of <lat.a collection. The use of a question nai re as the sole
means of data collection in this study yielded data that were taken from
leaders' recon structed memories, raising the potential for
previous
categorizations of employees to interfere with the leader's accurate recall of
informal.ion (DeNisi & Williams, 1988). That is, since leaders have been shown
to have more posi tive relations with ingroup members, it is likely that their
reconstructed memori es of that group were more positive than their memories
of the outgroup. However, this problem may not be a major issue since other
important. organizational out.comes are dependent on reconstructed memories.
Of s pecial note is the fact that performance evaluations are generally based on
reconstructed memories. In fact, Martin & Klimoski (1990) found that memory
retrieval assumed a g reater role than did objective facts in shaping
performance evaluations. Thus, the use of reconstructed memories on the
questionnaire may not have been a large limitation of the study.
Of great.er co ncern is the possibility that a priming effect may have
occurred in which the inst.ructions regarding the selection of a best and worst
member t.o rate predisposed the leader t.o answer wit.h either mo re or less
helping behaviors. Because the instruct.ions for selecting an ingroup member
contained I.he phrase, "whom you would most. likely assist. if he/she had a
problem," and the inst.ructions for selecting an outgroup member contained I.he
phrase, "whom you would most. likely not. assist. if he/she had a problem, "
leaders may have been primed to answer the su bsequent questions more
positively t.han I.hey usually would for one group and more negatively than I.hey
usually would for I.he other. The request. for sales managers to recall and rate
bot.h positive and negative types of event.s for bot.h groups may have helped t.o
decrease the occurrence of a priming effect; however, I.he possibility remains
I.hat. I.he influence of priming may have impacted I.he results of this study.
Another limit.at.ion of I.his st.udy derives from asking sales managers t.o
select. I.he subordinates wit.h whom I.hey relate I.he best. and with whom I.hey
relate the worst. and using those t.wo subordinates as representatives of
ingroup and out.group members. This technique may have res ulted in
members being rat.ed who were extreme in either direction, positive or
negative, and who would, therefore, not. be represent.alive of other ingrou p or
out.group members. Asking leaders to rat.e members who are less extreme may
have res ulted in different. findings. Again, because of the use of a questionnaire
as a dat.a collection met.hod, it. is impossible t.o know whether I.his rating
occu rred.
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A similar problem could have occurred regarding the critical incidents.
Because no time boundary was given for the critical incidents, some
respondents could have recalled recen t incidents, while others recalled
incidents long past. Likewise, some respondents may have rated very extreme
incidents, while others rated more moderate ones. More importantly, the type
of critical incidents rated could have differed by group. That is, sales managers
may have had difficulty remembering an ineffective performance incident for
ingroup members and an effective performance incident for outgroup
members, because group membership may occur as a result of effective or
ineffective performance. Thus, dissimilar types of incidents would have been
compared, in which case responses would certainly be different. However, it is
impossible to determine that such a difference is not attributable to group
membership. That is, sales managers may engage in selective pe rception
regarding the performance of the two groups simply because the individuals are
in one group or the other. One way to address this problem in future studies
would be to ask respondents to briefly describe the critical incident so that
incidents could be compared for similarity.
Finally, because all of the data were collected us ing the same questionnaire,
some of the variance explained by the data could be attributed to co mmon
methods variance (Avolio, Yammarino, & Bass, 1991), in which the observed
relations among variables were inflated because of the use of a single method
of data gathering (Lance & Sloan, 1993). Because common methods variance
has been an issue in previous studies of organizational phe nomena (Johns, Xie
& Fang, 1992), it is reasonable to expect that it may have been a problem in this
study. However, because this study was an initial effort at inves tigating these
issues, the authors believed that it was necessary to obtain a wide sample of
individuals in order to obtain sample variability and that the guarantee of
anonymity was important. Building on this study, though, future studies could
expand the knowledge base by, for example, using structured interviews with
sales managers. This method may be especially useful since attributions are
cognitive variables and are, therefore, based on the assumption that thoughts
are expressed in words such that linguistic techniques, like interviews, can
uncover the meaning behind the words (Fetterman, 1989).

Future Directions

j

This project represents a beginning point in the exploration of the full
Green and Mitchell Model taking into account the impact of LMX relationships.
Future studies could build upon this research by using qualitative methods to
examine these relationships in the field. This method wou ld allow data to be
based on actual behaviors rather than on reconstructed memories of behavior.
Future studies could a lso include other variables that impact the LMX
relationship such as the duration of relations hip and the effect of the
relationship on performance evaluations. In addition, the member's point of
view should be sought in order to determine whether the leader's and
member's perspectives converge.
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CONCLUSION
This study has been an examination of t he addition of a dimension to the
Green and Mitchell (1979) Model of leader behavior, using a n actual business
sample and a sample group that is relatively unexplored. The resul ts of t his
study indicate that the inclusion of the LMX relationship in the Green and
Mitchell (1979) Mode l of leader behavior does provide a greater degree of
expla nation of leader behavior. As has been shown in previous studies, this
study also de monstrates that ingroup members have different experiences in
t he organization than outgroup members and t ha t, in general, ingroup
members' experiences a re more positive. However, some of the predictions of
t he Green and Mitchell (1979) Model were not upheld in that leaders made few
external attributions for either effective or ineffective member performance in
either the ingroup or the outgroup and , s pecific res ponses such as training, did
not follow from s pecific attributions such as ability. Fi na lly, leaders reported
making more responses to the ineffective perfo r mance of outgroup members
than of ingroup members. These res ults indicate that the Green and Mitchell
Model of leader behavior cannot accurately be applied to all members without
consideration of their LMX status. The resu lts a lso ra ise t he question, though,
of whether ingroup status is truly a benefit if ingroup members receive less
atte ntion from the leader regarding how to correct ineffective behavior.
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